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COMMENTS ON CASE (Online Version)

Please note that comments about this case need to be made within the timetable. This can be found in the notification letter sent by the
local planning authority or the start date letter. Comments submitted after the deadline may be considered invalid and returned to
sender.

Appeal Reference: APP/D2320/W/22/3295556

Appeal Reference APP/D2320/W/22/3295556

Appeal By MINISTRY OF JUSTICE

Site Address Land adjacent to HMP Garth and HMP Wymott

Leyland

PR26 8NH

Grid Ref Easting: 350521
Grid Ref Northing: 420854

Name MR PETER SCHOLES
Address 22 The Laund
LEYLAND
PR26 7XX

In what capacity do you wish to make representations on this case?

1 Appellant

1 Agent

¥ Interested Party / Person
[l Land Owner

1 Rule 6 (6)

What kind of representation are you making?

[l Final Comments

1 Proof of Evidence

[1 Statement

[1 Statement of Common Ground

@ Interested Party/Person Correspondence
[l Other
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YOUR COMMENTS ON THE CASE
I refer to the Statement of Case submitted by the appellant MoJ.

Under the heading “Green Belt” i refer to point 2 “Lack of an alternative location to accommodate all or
part of the proposed development” “There are no alternative sites in the North West region either in
private or public ownership, capable of accommodating the proposed new prison”

The MoJ has provided no details of the full list of other sites that have been considered for the new
prison in the North West region to the public or provided any detailed reasons why other alternative
sites were not suitable to local people in the Chorley Council/South Ribble area.

There is land to the west of HMP Kirkham prison between HMP prison and Ribby Hall. As a long-term
former resident in the Fylde I know that the road access to HMP Kirkham and Ribby Hall is vastly better
than the dangerous Ulnes Walton Lane route to the existing Wymott and Garth prisons. HMP Kirkham
and Ribby Hall areas are just a few minutes drive from junction 3 of the M55, accessed via the major
A583 road, then only a short distance on minor/B roads.

I refer to Barn Owl Survey Appeal Correspondence

The MoJ state “At least one alternative artificial nest box/roost must be provided in a suitable on
third-party land the north of the new prison(secured by planning condition at least 30 days prior to
removal of the existing B11 roost”

There are no details from the MoJ as to whether a third-party nest site has been found/agreed with a
local landowner. I can only assume no permission has been given from a third-party for a third artificial
nest site. Surely the MoJ would have confirmed this if they had been successful.

I refer to Mo] statement “An additional barn owl nest box will be provided in a suitable building or tree
within the wider site BNG area to the south of the new bowling club” “The existing WW11 brick built
barn B21 currently occupied by pigs will be a suitable location” “"The BNG grassland restoration in the
surrounding area will greatly increase its carrying capacity for small mammals and will allow extension
of Barn Owl territory”

The new bowling club and bowling green will be situated very close to the barn B21 where the new nest
box will be located. The close proximity of the new bowling club and green will expose Barn Owls to the
noise and disturbance of human activity. There is a high probability Barn Owl will not successfully bred
or use the nest box at all.

Any grassland restoration will take time to establish in the surrounding area. Therefore this will be of
little or no benefit to any Barn Owls until established.

In over 20 years of observing the areas close to the application site I have never observed Barn Owls
by B21 building.

I refer to the MoJ Response to Public Comments

Response to “Barn Owls - Barn Owls nesting in B10 will be disrupted by rerouting of Pump House Lane,
during construction and a pincer movement of human traffic either side of the proposed new nest sight”
The MoJ response to this statement “The Barn Owl Survey submitted during determination process
proposes a range of mitigation measures, to minimise the impact to barn owls roosting in B10,
including demolition and tree removal to avoid the nesting season, a 30m standoff to any active nest
until chicks have fledged and a sensitive lighting plan”

The MoJ has previously confirmed there will be a permanent path going through the field next to the
B10 building in the field as an access track replacement to the existing track Wymott villagers take
from Wymott village next to Wymott Prison farm stables, to access Pump House Lane. In the above
statement the MoJ only provide mitigation details during the temporary construction process. The
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access path is permanent. The Owls will permanently be disturbed by human activity from the Pump
House Lane direction and permanently from the new access track.

The MoJ has not given precise details how close the new field track will be to building B10 nor have
they given a permanent solution as to how to prevent human encroachment from the new access track.
Will a fence be built to stop human encroachment? What physical barrier will be erected? The MoJ have
offered no long-term solution.

Many years ago Barn Owls used to bred at the other end of Pump House Lane close to the Hedgerows
estate. Due to constant human disturbance they stopped breeding there.

With no long-term solution from the MoJ for building B10 i can only see these outcomes. No breeding,
breeding failure or total disappearance.

I refer to Public Response to “"South Ribble - Leyland residents were not consulted with”

" The addresses directly consulted with by the LPA for the statutory public consultation period is not a
matter within the applicant’s control” Notwithstanding, the LPA erected a site notice close to the
application site boundary, the application documents were available to view online and there were
numerous press articles and social media posts about the application during the determination period.
As such it is considered that there was sufficient promotion and opportunity for interested residents in
the Leyland area to view and comment on proposals”

Only very near neighbours received hardcopy letters closest to the application site of the proposed new
prison. This must be a tiny percentage of the residents surrounding the application site in the Chorley
Council and South Ribble Council areas that use the area for recreation and other purposes.

Surely the MoJ must have been aware that there was a far greater catchment area of people that
should have been notified by post or leaflet dropped notifying them of the proposed development. It
beggars belief that such a large government body failed to ensure that local people were properly
notified.

There seems to be great onus on the MoJ’s response on online document availability and social media
postings. This potentially discriminates against older members of society, many of whom do not use
the internet or social media. I consider the MoJ did the bare minimum to publicise the new prison
development proposal to suppress and reduce the number of people who might object. Damage
limitation!
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